T his study investigates emotional display rules within the Palestinian context, focusing on the seven basic emotions in a sample of 150 college students from the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. Overall, participants felt that it was more appropriate to express positive emotions (happiness and surprise) than negative powerful (anger, contempt and disgust) or negative powerless (fear and sadness) emotions. They also perceived it to be more appropriate to express positive and negative powerless emotions to ingroup than outgroup members and to express negative powerful emotions to lower status compared to higher status individuals. Gender differences were also found: men endorsed greater expression of both powerful and, surprisingly, powerless emotions than women, but only when interacting with outgroup members. Results are interpreted in terms of the cultural values of individualism-collectivism and power distance as well as cultural differences in emotional expressiveness between collectivistic societies. This study is one of the first to examine emotional display rules in an Arab population, thus expanding our current knowledge base.
such, may be subject to the development of strong norms (Matsumoto, Yoo, & Fontaine, 2008) .
One of the many ways to understand culture is through an examination of its values. Two dimensions in particular, individualism-collectivism and power distance (PD), have been widely used to explain variations in display rules between and within cultures (Matsumoto, Takeuchi, Andayani, Kouznetsova, & Krupp, 1998) , and we used this data as the foundation on which to base our hypotheses. Unable to locate any data on individualism/collectivism and PD from a Palestinian sample, we used previously collected data from Arab countries (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) , in order to estimate these dimensions for Palestinian culture. On this basis, we expected Palestinians to rate highly on PD and collectivism.
Types of emotions
Although much of the research divides emotions into positive (happiness, surprise) and negative, a more nuanced understanding of display rules might be obtained by refining the broad category of negative emotions into powerful (anger, disgust, contempt) and powerless (sadness, fear) emotions. Izard (1971 Izard ( , 1977 was perhaps the first to cluster anger, contempt and disgust together, referring to the cluster as the hostility triad. He noted that all three emotions involved the disapproval of others and often co-occurred. Similarly, Rozin, Lowery, Imada, and Haidt (1999) , as part of the CAD (Contempt, Anger, Disgust) triad hypothesis, referred to the same cluster as the "other-critical" emotions in response to violations of one's moral code. The distinction is an important one in relation to the study of cultural display rules, as emotions labelled powerful are thought to be more disruptive to group harmony than those emotions labelled powerless, which are more likely to lead to a withdrawal from, rather than a disruption to, the group (Safdar et al., 2009) . This is particularly relevant in collectivistic societies, as discussed below.
Individualism-collectivism
As described by Hofstede (2001) , individualistic cultures, such as the United States and other English-speaking countries, emphasise the uniqueness of the individual and prioritise the goals of the individual over group goals. In collectivistic cultures, such as Middle-Eastern and Asian cultures, individuals closely identify with their ingroup and prioritise ingroup goals over individual desires. Within collectivistic cultures, maintaining harmony within the group context is prioritised (Hofstede, 2001) .
It is believed that, because negative emotions could disturb and threaten the social cohesion and harmony so valued by collectivistic cultures, display rules in these cultures are more suppressive of these emotions, whereas individualistic cultures show greater tolerance for their expression. Partially consistent with this hypothesis, several studies have found individualism correlated with greater overall expression of emotions than collectivism (Eid & Diener, 2001; Matsumoto et al., 2008) .
It is important to note that even in an extensive study of individualism/collectivism and emotional display rules in 32 countries (Matsumoto et al., 2008) , none of the countries sampled were Arab. Research has shown that styles of expressing emotion differ between Asian and non-Asian collectivistic cultures. While Asian collectivists tend to show an overall lower level of expression (Eid & Diener, 2001) , it has been suggested that Latino and Arab collectivists tend to express emotion in a "rhetorical and exaggerated" manner (Huici, 2001 , as cited in Fernández, Carrera, Sanchez, & Paez, 2008 . Several studies have provided evidence that Latin American collectivists differ in emotional experience and expression from Asian collectivists (Fernández, Carrera, Sanchez, Paez, & Candia, 2000; Fernández et al., 2008) . Therefore, examining collectivists from geographically and culturally distinct areas separately is likely to garner additional insight into our understanding of emotional display rules. The current study seeks to improve our understanding of emotion expression in Middle-Eastern Arab cultures.
Research on display rules in both individualistic and collectivistic cultures has found greater acceptability of expressing positive than negative emotions (Safdar et al., 2009) . We sought to replicate these findings, expecting that Palestinians would endorse greater acceptability of expressing positive emotions than negative emotions.
Ingroup/outgroup distinctions. One of the most important social distinctions in relation to display rules is the difference between ingroup and outgroup relationships (Matsumoto, 1990) . In contrast to outgroup relationships, ingroup relationships are characterised by greater intimacy and familiarity; individuals share a common history and intend to share a future. It has been hypothesised that individuals from collectivistic and individualistic cultures express emotions to ingroups and outgroups differently. Collectivistic cultures are thought to differentiate more between ingroup and outgroups: individuals in collectivistic cultures have fewer ingroup relations and foster greater commitment and conformity in the ingroup compared to individualistic cultures (Triandis, Botempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988) . In striving to maintain within-group cohesion and harmony, individuals from collectivistic cultures are thought to find it more acceptable to express greater negative powerful emotions (anger, contempt and disgust; hereafter referred to as powerful emotions) to outgroup than to ingroup members (Safdar et al., 2009) . Because positive and powerless emotions (sadness and fear; hereafter referred to as powerless emotions) are thought to be less socially disruptive, it is thought these emotions would be expressed to the same or even greater extent to ingroup members than to outgroups.
Contradicting these theoretical predictions, however, studies have actually found that, across both individualistic and collectivistic cultures, individuals endorsed greater expression of all emotions (anger, contempt, disgust, fear, happiness, sadness and surprise) towards ingroup than to outgroup members (Matsumoto, 1990; Matsumoto et al., 2008; Safdar et al., 2009) . Seeking to replicate these findings, we hypothesised that Palestinians would endorse greater expression of emotions to ingroup members than to outgroup members.
Power distance
PD is another cultural value thought to be a useful predictor of emotional display rules across cultures (Fernández et al., 2008; Matsumoto, 1990) . PD is the extent to which individuals in a society accept and tolerate inequalities between powerful and non-powerful members (Hofstede, 2001) . Lower PD cultures, such as in Scandinavian countries, do not tolerate inequalities (Hofstede et al., 2010) , and it is therefore expected that there would be more freedom to express emotions to one's superiors. In contrast, high PD cultures, such as Arab countries, value status differences; therefore, the expression of negative emotions to those of higher status would be discouraged and considered disrespectful (Fernández et al., 2000) . This idea is further supported by research findings that individuals in high PD populations self-report low verbal expression of negative emotion (Fernández et al., 2000) and value self-restraint in displaying negative emotions (Basabe 1999, as cited in Fernández et al., 2000) . Because we estimate Palestine to be a high PD culture, we expect that Palestinians will endorse less expression of negative emotions to high status individuals compared to lower status individuals.
Gender differences
Because emotions function to communicate interpersonal intentions (Fridlund, 1994) , and because men and women have different social goals (Deaux & Major, 1987) , it has been asserted that gender differences would exist in men and women's expression of emotion, with women more motivated by concern for maintaining relationships and men more motivated by concern for maintaining control (Timmers, Fischer, & Manstead, 1998) .
Previous research supports these assertions: findings from a sample of Canadian, US Americans and Japanese (Safdar et al., 2009 ) and from a sample of Dutch students (Timmers et al., 1998) show that, in comparison to women, men endorsed greater acceptability of expressing powerful emotions (anger, contempt and disgust). In contrast, compared to men, the women endorsed greater acceptability of expressing powerless emotions (sadness or fear; Safdar et al., 2009) .
We sought to replicate these findings with a Palestinian sample, hypothesising that, in comparison to women, men would endorse greater expression of powerful emotions (H4a), and that, in comparison to men, women would endorse greater expression of powerless emotions (H4b).
HYPOTHESES
Most of the research on display rules has focused on Asian samples as representative of collectivistic cultures. However, even studies that have sampled a broader range of collectivistic countries have rarely included Arab samples. This study addressed the lack of research on emotional display rules in Arab cultures in general and in the Palestinian population in particular. As described above, given the assumption that Palestine is a high PD, collectivistic culture, we hypothesised that:
H1. Palestinians will endorse greater expression of positive emotions (happiness, surprise) than negative emotions (anger, contempt, disgust, fear and sadness). H2. Palestinians will endorse greater expression of emotion to ingroup members than to outgroup members. H3. Palestinians will endorse less expression of negative emotions to higher status individuals compared to lower status individuals. H4a. Men will endorse greater expression of powerful emotions than women. H4b. Women will endorse greater expression of powerless emotions than men.
METHOD Participants
One hundred and fifty Palestinian university students were recruited from four Palestinian cities: three in the West Bank: Nablus (n = 35), Ramallah (n = 35) and Hebron (n = 35) and one in the Gaza Strip (Gaza; n = 45). Participants were between 18 and 30 years old (M = 21, SD = 2.3) and consisted of 78 women and 72 men. Participants reported their year in school as: first year (13.3%), second year (29.3%), third year (26%), fourth year (28%) undergraduate students and (2.7 %) other. Most were single (92%), living with their families (86%), unemployed (90%) and Muslim (98%). More than half identified as part of the middle class (60%), with 18% identifying as part of the lower or lower-middle class and 22% identifying as part of the upper-middle or upper class. All the participants reported Arabic as their first language and most reported English as a second language (73%). Sixty-one participants (41%) reported having travelled abroad (M = 241.48 days, SD = 391.16; Mdn = 60 days). Eighteen participants (12%) reported having travelled to non-Arab countries (M = 216.44 days, SD = 265.98; Mdn = 75 days).
Materials

The abridged Display Rules Assessment Inventory
The abridged Display Rules Assessment Inventory (DRAI; Matsumoto, Yoo, Hirayama, & Petrova, 2005) queries participants about their perceptions of the appropriate way to express emotion (disgust, sadness, anger, happiness, contempt, surprise, fear) in hypothetical situations with six different interactants (oneself, a parent, older sibling, close friend, acquaintance and a middle-aged professor) in two different contexts (home 36 FLICKER, AYOUB, GUYNN and restaurant; except the professor for whom the contexts are in his/her office and in the university cafeteria). For the purposes of this study, the interactants "oneself" and "an older sibling" were not included because "oneself" did not make conceptual sense within the hypotheses and "older sibling" did not fit cleanly within the high and low status categories (the status of an older sibling in Palestinian society is not as high as parent or teacher, yet it is higher than a friend or acquaintance of the same age).
The abridged version was empirically derived by Matsumoto, one of the authors of the original scale, using data from the original validation study. The test was translated into Arabic by the one of the authors who is fluent in both English and Arabic and then checked for accuracy of meaning with the original English version by a relative of the researcher who is also fluent in both English and Arabic. Reliability and validity of the DRAI has been confirmed through previous studies (Matsumoto et al., 1998 (Matsumoto et al., , 2005 ). Cronbach's alpha in the current sample was found to be .91 across all emotions and interactants and .68-.80 for single emotions.
Relationship closeness
Closeness to the interaction partner was measured by averaging the following three questions: "How close are you to person x?", "How well do you know person x?" and "How committed are you to meeting and spending time with person x in the future?" Respondents answered each question from 0 (not at all) to 4 (very much). Cronbach's alpha for this measure was .76. Matsumoto et al. (2008) , we scored the DRAI by assigning a numeric value to each nominal response option: Amplify = .5651, Express = .3842, Deamplify = −.1545, Mask = −.3828, Neutralise = −.5338. A value of .5338 was added to all the items so that scores ranged from 0 (Neutralise) to 1.0989 (Amplify). Scores were averaged across the two contexts to create one score for each interactant/emotion.
Scoring the DRAI
Consistent with
Procedure
Following approval by the Institutional Review Board at the authors' institution, participants were recruited by employees working in a research centre that operates throughout many Palestinian universities. Research assistants approached students on university campuses and asked if they would be willing to participate in the study. After the participant agreed to participate, the research assistant explained the instructions in greater detail and handed the participant the abridged DRAI along with a consent form and participant information sheet. For most participants, consent was obtained verbally or by agreeing to answer the questions due to their reluctance to sign their names on the consent forms. This reluctance may stem from the ongoing political situation, in which participants fear identity exposure. Questionnaires were completed on the spot and handed back to the research employees who were compensated for each completed questionnaire. Participants were not compensated.
RESULTS
Classifying interaction partner
Ingroup/outgroup
To prepare for data analysis, we first categorised interaction partners (parent, close friend, acquaintance and professor) into ingroups and outgroups. The means of closeness were observed to naturally split into two groups: parent (M = 3.42; SD = .68) and close friend (M = 3.41; SD = .65) were found to have similar means indicating greater perceived closeness and were thus identified as ingroup members, while professor (M = 1.90; SD = .87) and acquaintance (M = 1.97; SD = 1.05) had similar means indicating lower perceived closeness, and were thus identified as outgroup members.
Power distance
Interactants were also divided into two groups based on theorised status differences. Parent and professor were grouped into the higher status category, while close friend and acquaintance were grouped into the lower status category. 
Potential covariate
The participant's report of travel abroad was examined as a potential covariate. As there were no differences between those who had travelled abroad and those who had not on the expression of individual emotions, expression to interactants of high/low status and ingroup/outgroup or by gender of the participant, travel abroad was not included as a covariate.
Testing hypotheses
We conducted a 2 × 2 × 2 × 3 omnibus analysis of variance. Gender of the participant (women, men) varied between subjects. Status (high, low) and group (ingroup, outgroup) of the imagined interaction partner and type of emotion (positive, powerful, powerless) varied within subjects. All follow-up pairwise comparisons were Bonferroni-corrected. Means and standard deviations for emotions by status, group and gender are displayed in Table 1 and Figure 1. H1. Palestinians will endorse greater expression of positive emotions than negative emotions
There was a significant main effect of type of emotion, F(2, 286) = 200.82, p < .0001, η p 2 = .58. Pairwise comparisons indicate that expression of positive emotions were endorsed more strongly than powerful emotions, F(1, 286) = 85.12, p < .001, η p 2 = .23 and powerless emotions, F(1, 286) = 63.40, p < .001, η p 2 = .18, with no difference between powerful and powerless emotions, F(1, 286) = 1.46, p = .23, η p 2 = .01. Thus, H1 was confirmed. However, this main effect is qualified by interaction effects, described below. p < .0001, η p 2 = .33. This main effect is qualified by significant two-way and three-way interactions.
There was a significant interaction of group (ingroup, outgroup) and emotion (positive, powerful, powerless), F(2, 286) = 13.61, p < .0001, η p 2 = .09. Pairwise comparisons testing of emotion by group identified a significant ingroup/outgroup difference for positive emotions, F(1, 286) = 45.24, p < .001, η p 2 = .14, and powerless emotions, F(1, 286) = 49.75, p < .001, η p 2 = .15, with greater expression to ingroup members, but not for powerful emotions, F(1, 286) = 4.82, p = .03, η p 2 = .02. There was a significant interaction of group (ingroup, outgroup) and gender, F(1, 143) = 9.23, p = .003, η p 2 = .06. Pairwise comparisons testing of group by gender found a significant ingroup/outgroup difference for women, F(1, 143) = 11.03, p = .001, η p 2 = .07, with greater expression to ingroup members, but not for men F(1, 143) = 2.44, p = .12, η p 2 = .02.
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The three-way interaction among gender (women, men), group (ingroup, outgroup) and emotion (positive, powerful, powerless) was significant, F(2, 286) = 3.06, p = .048, η p 2 = .02. Follow-up pairwise comparisons testing gender differences by emotion by group found that, except for the expression of powerful emotions by men, F(1, 286) = .31, p = .57, η p 2 = .00 for which there was no difference, both genders reported significant ingroup/outgroup differences for positive (women: F(1, 286) = 26.77, p < .001, η p 2 = .09; men: F = 18.91, p < .001, η p 2 = .06), powerful (women: F = 14.02, p < .001, η p 2 = .05) and powerless emotions (women: F = 43.29, p < .001, η p 2 = .13; men: F = 11.95, p < .001, η p 2 = .04), with all being expressed more strongly to ingroup than to outgroup members.
Thus, H2 was partially supported. Both men and women reported greater expression of positive and powerless emotions to ingroup members than to outgroup members. Women also reported greater expression of powerful emotions to ingroup than to outgroup members. Men reported similar levels of powerful emotions to ingroup and outgroup members.
H3. Palestinians will endorse less expression of negative emotions to higher status individuals compared to lower status individuals There was a significant two-way interaction of status (high, low) and emotion (positive, powerful, powerless), F(2, 286) = 22.10, p < .0001, η p 2 = .14. Follow-up pairwise comparisons indicated little difference between high and low status interactants in the tendency to endorse either positive, F(1, 286) = 2.09, p = .15, η p 2 = .01, or powerless emotions, F(1, 286) = 4.10, p = .04, η p 2 = .01, but there was a tendency to endorse greater expression of powerful emotions to lower status interactants than to higher status interactants, F(1, 286) = 56.77, p < .001, η p 2 = .17. Thus, H3 was partially supported. Again, this finding was qualified by a three-way interaction.
The three-way interaction among status (high, low), group (ingroup, outgroup) and emotion (positive, powerful, powerless) was significant, F(2, 286) = 3.49, p = .03, η p 2 = .02. Pairwise comparisons revealed that, in both the ingroup, F(1, 286) = 548.66, p < .001, η p 2 = .66, and the outgroup, F(1, 286) = 45.58, p < .001, η p 2 = .14, there was greater endorsement of powerful emotions to those interactants of low status than those of high status. There was also greater endorsement of powerless emotions to those interactants of low status than those of high status, but only within the ingroup, F(1, 286) = 22.90, p < .001, η p 2 = .07, not the outgroup. There were no differences in the expression of positive emotions to high and low status individuals in either the ingroup or the outgroup.
Thus, H3 was partially supported. Powerful emotions were expressed more strongly to low status than to high status individuals. Powerless emotions were also expressed more strongly to low status than to high status individuals, but only to ingroup members.
H4a. Men will endorse greater expression of powerful emotions than women and H4b. Women will endorse greater expression of powerless emotions than men There was a marginally significant interaction of gender (women, men) and emotion (positive, powerful, powerless), F(2, 286) = 2.91, p = .06, η p 2 = .02. Pairwise comparisons testing of emotion by gender found little difference between women and men in the tendency to endorse either positive, F(1, 286) = 1.25, p = .26, η p 2 = .004, or powerless emotions, F(1, 286) = .89, p = .35, η p 2 = .003, but men tended to endorse the expression of powerful emotions to a greater extent than did women, F(1, 286) = 6.19, p = .013, η p 2 = .02. Again, this finding was qualified by a three-way interaction.
The three-way interaction among gender (women, men), group (ingroup, outgroup), and emotion (positive, powerful, powerless) was significant, F(2, 286) = 3.06, p = .048, η p 2 = .02. Follow-up pairwise comparisons, testing gender differences by emotion by group, found that only two comparisons were significant: when interacting with outgroup members, men endorsed greater expression of powerful emotions, F(1, 286) = 39.40, p < .001, η p 2 = .12, and greater expression of powerless emotions, F(1, 286) = 9.08, p = .003, η p 2 = .03, than did women. Thus, H4a was partially supported, while the opposite of H4b was found. Men reported greater expression of both powerful and powerless emotions than women, but only with outgroup members.
DISCUSSION
This study is one of the first, if not the first, study to examine emotional display rules in a Middle-Eastern Arab, specifically Palestinian, sample. Results were generally supportive of the research hypotheses: participants endorsed greater expression of positive emotions than powerful or powerless emotions. They endorsed greater emotional expression of positive and powerless emotions toward ingroup than outgroup members, and were less comfortable expressing powerful emotions to high status individuals than to low status individuals. Men were more likely than women to endorse the expression of powerful emotions. However, contrary to expectations, men and women did not differ in their endorsement of powerless emotions.
By examining these factors in combination, we were also able to develop a more nuanced understanding of these findings beyond what we had hypothesised. We found that there were no gender differences in the endorsement of positive, powerful and powerless emotions when interacting with members of the ingroup.
However, men endorsed greater expression of both powerful and powerless emotions than women when interacting with members of the outgroup.
Additionally, across both ingroup and outgroups, there were no differences in the endorsement of positive emotions to high versus low status individuals but individuals did endorse greater expression of powerful emotions to low status than to high status individuals. Furthermore while, in the outgroup, there was no difference in the endorsement of powerless emotions to high or low status individuals, powerless emotions were more strongly endorsed when interacting with low status compared to high status individuals in the ingroup. These findings will be discussed in greater detail below.
Positive and negative emotions
Across the board, participants found it more appropriate to express positive emotions than powerful or powerless emotions. These results are consistent with previous studies of emotion expression (Matsumoto et al., 2008; Safdar et al., 2009) . Collectivistic cultures, such as Palestine, value group belonging and harmony. Because expressing negative emotions could potentially disrupt the social harmony of the society, they are concealed. On the other hand, positive emotions, such as happiness and surprise, do not threaten social cohesion and, thus, expressing them is more accepted in Palestinian society.
As mentioned above, it has been suggested that Arab and Latin American cultures tend to be highly expressive and even exaggerating of positive emotions (Fernández et al., 2000 (Fernández et al., , 2008 . However, although happiness had the highest endorsement of expression among the seven emotions, participants still indicated that happiness should be expressed to a lesser degree than actually experienced, suggesting that Arabs do not universally endorse an exaggerated style of expression of positive emotions. Further research, particularly behavioural research in additional to self-report, is warranted on this topic before firm conclusions can be drawn.
Ingroup versus outgroup members
Although both positive and powerless emotions were endorsed at higher rates for ingroup than for outgroup members, there was no difference in the endorsement of the expression of powerful emotions for ingroup and outgroup members. This finding is consistent with Matsumoto et al. (2008) , who also found the smallest ingroup versus outgroup differences for contempt and disgust. It is likely that powerful emotion, which was endorsed at low rates for both ingroup and outgroup members, is so disruptive to relationships (Gottman & Levenson, 2000) that Palestinians feel it is unacceptable to express to anyone.
Although it has been theorised that individuals from collectivistic cultures would be less likely to express negative emotions to ingroup members in order to maintain within-group cohesion and harmony (Safdar et al., 2009) , this finding suggests that in at least some collectivistic cultures, individuals find it more acceptable to express positive and powerless emotions to ingroup than to outgroup members. It may be that Palestinians seek to promote harmony in all interactions, as shown by the relatively lower endorsement of negative emotions compared to positive emotions, but that the greater security one feels with ingroup members facilitates the willingness to express emotions to these select few. These findings are consistent with several studies that also found greater expression to ingroup than to outgroup members (Matsumoto, 1990; Matsumoto et al., 2008; Safdar et al., 2009 ).
High and low status interactants
As predicted, participants endorsed less expression of powerful emotions to higher status individuals compared to those of lower status, and this finding held for both ingroup and outgroup members. These results are consistent what would be expected given our estimate of Palestine as a high PD culture.
Refraining from expressing anger, contempt and disgust to higher status individuals shows respect and legitimises the status difference between the two interactants. In contrast, expressing sadness and fear, which are thought to signal vulnerability, to individuals of higher status is less likely to threaten the hierarchy. So it was surprising to find greater endorsement of the expression of powerless emotions to interactants of low status than of high status among ingroup (but not outgroup) members. Perhaps Palestinian university students feel more comfortable expressing powerless emotions to their friends than to their parents in order to protect their parents from observing their emotional distress or because Palestinians feel more comfortable with their friends than with their parents.
Gender differences
The findings regarding gender are perhaps the most interesting, as they did not conform to our expectations. Men endorsed the expression of powerful emotions to outgroup members more than women and were also more likely than women to endorse the expression of powerless emotions to outgroup members. These findings are inconsistent with those found by Safdar et al. (2009) , in which Canadian, US American and Japanese men endorsed greater expression of powerful emotions compared to women and women endorsed greater expression of powerless emotions compared to men. This difference highlights the importance of refraining from generalising about display rules across collectivistic cultures.
Palestine is a highly patriarchal society in which traditional roles are systemically practiced (Haj, 1992) and, as such, gender differences in emotional expression are to be expected. It is possible that emotional display rules are stricter for the gender with less power in a patriarchal society such as Palestine (i.e., women) and that men may be granted greater freedom with which to express emotion.
It is interesting that, in contrast to interactants from the outgroup, there were no gender differences in the expression of powerful and powerless emotions to members of the ingroup. This suggests that gender differences in display rules may be less rigid when interacting with individuals of greater perceived closeness. Alternatively, this finding might be an artefact of the abridged DRAI methodology, in which participants are free to choose a specific individual for each role (parent, friend, acquaintance, professor). In contrast to the full DRAI, for the abridged DRAI, the gender of that individual is not specified. In this sample, with the exception of the role of parent (in which participants of both genders tended to think of their mothers) and the role of professor (in which participants of both genders tended to think of men), participants were significantly more likely to think of a person of the same gender as themselves. Results may have been different had participants thought of interactants of the other gender.
Limitations and conclusions
We cannot draw any definitive conclusions about how these findings relate to the cultural values of individualism/collectivism or PD because we did not directly assess these factors. However, if the estimates we used to categorise Palestinian culture as collectivistic and high PD are accurate, the findings are generally consistent with previous findings regarding emotional display rules in high PD cultures. The current findings' consistency with previous empirical findings increases the confidence with which we can conclude that, even in collectivistic societies, expression of positive and powerless emotion tends to be greater toward ingroup than outgroup members.
Our findings suggest that future studies can achieve more comprehensive insight into emotional display rules by examining several culturally based factors in combination. The inclusion of gender in these analyses seems especially key, given our finding that, compared to women, Palestinian men endorsed greater expression of powerless emotions to outgroup members, which is inconsistent with gender findings from other cultures.
The study is not without limitations. First, the use of a convenience sample of college students makes generalizability of the results to the whole population uncertain. Moreover, because only Palestinians from the Gaza Strip and the West Bank were included, the sample is not wholly representative of the entire Palestinian population. Given that students were cold approached to elicit participation while walking around campus, we cannot rule out volunteer bias. Furthermore, we have no data about the percentage of individuals approached who declined to participate and whether they differed in any way from those who agreed. Finally, the instrument was not translated by professional translators and the scale's validity and reliability have never been tested in a Palestinian sample. One of the standard response items (qualification) was unintentionally omitted from the survey, potentially biassing the findings and making comparisons with other studies that have utilised the scale difficult. Replicating this study with the full scale would increase our confidence in our findings.
Our unexpected gender findings certainly warrant further examination. Future studies in which participants imagine interaction partners of both genders would provide important information about gender interaction effects in emotional display rules. Additionally, more research is needed that directly assesses both individualism/collectivism and PD as a predictor of emotional display rules in relation to ingroup/outgroup members, high status/low status interactants, and gender.
This study expanded our knowledge of display rules to a previously unstudied population. Given the current preponderance of studying emotional display rules within an East Asian collectivistic context, more research is needed to understand differences in display rules between collectivistic cultures. Future research comparing emotional display rules in geographically distinct collectivistic cultures (e.g., between various Asian, Latin American and Arab cultures) would greatly add to our understanding of factors other than individualism/collectivism that may be related to differences in display rules. Given the current dearth of research, we hope this study will serve as a starting point for further research on display rules within Arab populations.
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